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ABSTBACT 

In order to facilitate research on the construct of 
causal attribution,, this paper details developaental procedures used 
to aisiaize previous deficiencies and proposes a nev scale* The first 
version of the seal a vas in ipsative fora and provided tvo basic sets 
cf indices: <1) ability , effort, luck, and task difficulty indices in 
success and failure conditions; and, by suaaation, (2) ability, 
effort r luckr and task difficulty indices without regard to 
perf craticce conditions^ The present scale vas developed to eliainate 
the statistical probleas inherent in the f or ced-choiced , ipsative 
foraat of the first version. This revision siaulates the original 
pairing of iteas across situations. The revised scale was coapleted 
by 71 undergraduate education students and ezaained as to its 
relationship to their self ^reported ACT scores, grade point averages, 
and preferred class assignaents. Besults indicated: (1) the higher 
the ACT scores are reported to be, the aore likely high ability is 
perceived as a aajor reason for success: and (2) the aore that 
traditional assessaent is preferred over short -duration, behavioral 
assessaent, the aore that effort is used to explain success. 
Abbreviated fcras of the initial scale and the revised instruaent are 
appe;sded. (BI) 
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As research in the area of causal attribution proliferates, the dis- 
parity of the findings becomes evident. Cohesiveness is lacking in the 
data, and there is little support for a general nomological network re- 
lated to the* construct. At the core of this problem is the lack of an 
appropriate instrument which can be used to explore the construct of cau- 
sal attribution. Weiner (1979) has indicated that individuals responding 
to his scale have serious difficulty determining' to which attributional 
factor statements pertain. In a related issue, Edwards (1957) has indi- 
cated that in self-report inventories there is a correlation of .80 to 
.90 between the social acceptability of a particular response and the 
. choice of that response. Anastasi (1976) has suggested that an ipsative- 
type measure is a possible solution to the problems resulting from social 
acceptability. However, the use of an ipsative measure creates serious 
problems in the are*! of data analysis. Specific concerns relating to 

f 

' multicolinearity have been detailed by Johnston (1972). Prior instrumen- 
tation in causal attribution has been deficient in at least one of the 
following areas: a) certainty as to the attributional categories ref- 
erenced, b) control of the effects of social desirability, c) efforts made 
to ascertain the degree of intra-indi vidua! consistency across situations, 
d) research (statistical) utility due to the use of ipsative measures to 
control social desirability. Further, there has been confusion on the 
part of researchers and subjects as to whether the frequency or influence 
of motives were under investigation. In order to facilitate research on 
the construct of causal attribution this paper details developmental 
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procedures used to minimize previous deficiencies and proposes a new 
scale. 

Method 

Initially, 198 phrases refering to four attributional categories 
(ability, effort, task difficulty, and luck) were generated. Nine gradu- 
ate students assigned the phrases to the four attributional categories to 
which they believed the phrases belonged. Only items with 100% agreement 
were retained: 



Insert Table 1 here 

One hundred, thirty- four college students rated the 93 items on a 
one to seven point, Likert-like social acceptability scale. These students 
were randomly assigned question stems related to either school, work or 
Interpersonal situations. Randomization was assured by generating three 
types of stimuli, placing these in consistent order and distributing them 
to students in that preset order. Twelve item pairs were created; o for 
success conditions and 6 for failure conditions. Itens pairs selected were 
highly correlated (p< 0.000) and all wi thin-pair Mean social acceptability 
differences were non-significant and less than one scale point. The social 
acceptability of each item was ascertained in school, work, and interper- 
sonal situations for both sexes. In creating the two sets of six pairs, 
items showing situational or across-sex differences (p<.05) in social 
acceptability were excluded. 

The 12 pairs were administered to 137 college students and were 
again rated on social acceptability. Using a t-test, no significant 



wltMn-'P*^'' ^Ifferenc^^ "^Ise. P ^'^^^ ^" ^^^^ social ^"ept^^^^^^y 
^re ff""^» ^»^ti the P^'"^ ^'^^ retai"^^ for use in the scale, ^^^^^iot^ 
stcfns tJ«^*^'''^1ng scuoo^' ^'^''^ or interpersonal (social) ^^^'^Hions we^-^ 
also re**^""^. This ^^''^ V^ion of the scale was in ips^tiv^ and 
provided two i^^^.^ ^^^,5 of (,) ability, effort, luci,^ ^^sk 

difficulty in^,^^^^ success ^^.^^^e conditions; and. by sumnatio"* 
(2) ability. ^^^^^^^ lu^k- ^n^, ^^3,, difficulty indices without ^^^^^^ to 
perforfH^nce Co,i^^.^.j,^s. t^dices were additive as indicate^ ^y,cey's 
test fof "^"^^clduivity- ^Sbaclc alP^a reliability esti«nates ^^^^^^ from 
.63 to the fi''^* indices and from .63 to .68 fo^ ^^cond 

set. "r"^^* ^^^liability ^""^ ^^ditivity data were'obtained fron, ^^^^.i- 
fied te^^^^«'*5. An abb^-^'^'^N form of the Initial scale, '•ef^^i„g to one 
of the tf"'^^ situation^ ^""^""Kd is i" Appendix i. 

Th« P'-es^nt scale ^'^^ "^^v^^^jpgd to eliminate the statisti^^^ problem's 
Inherent forced' ipsative format of the first v^r^^.^^ fhis 

revisio" ^^'""^l^tes the ^^'^^^ pg^ring of items across situatiQ^^^ 
retain cO^W ^^^i^^ ^''''^t^tability. L^kert-like items wer^ ^^.^^^ 
through t^'e us^ jet^^^®^ ^struct! *° subjects, ^^st^^^^.^^on5 
and a ccP^^ °^ th^ ^evi^^'' '"^Vument ^n^y be found in Appendix 

The revis^^ ^^^^^ was ^^..^.^^g^ed to .87 undergraduate ^du^.^^.^^ 

students- ''^'^quay (19^^^ ""^^^^ted data which indicate that Pre^j^^^^^.^ns 
„ased on the i^^^^.^^ ^^ale ci 

^sely follow those that would be ■ij^^^^.^te^ 
from Baf'T^^'s (1973) re^^'®'^ ^if ^f,g causal attribution literatu^^^ g^gn- 
dardization of ^^^^-ged sc^^^ g^gmined differences in attrib^^^^^^^ 35 
related t*' the ^^^^^^^o^^ w^^,^^ ^^^y were made (school. and inter- 

personal)' the pe^^Q^nce out:^^^^ ^o which they refered (succe^^^ faiH'''^)* 
the type °^ ^""Pact they ^^"^ ^"'^hfii.ential . frequent), and the rei^.. im- 
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port of each attributional category employed (ability* effort. ^^^^ 
difficulty, luck). Those analyses, reported In Feuquay j^^j guH (^^^gj 
Indicated differences related to situation, perfoi^^"^^ outcome » ^^Pe 
of Impact, and attributional category. Therefore. was determ^^^d 
that it would not be appropriate to collapse data across any of ^^'osq 
dimensions.. It was decided to initially utilize school scale to 
precipitate investigation of the school -related noinologicai network. 
Examined was its relationship to individuals' reporteii Acj score. QJ^a^j^ 
point average (6PA), and prefered class assignments. Additional ^^ta 
compared scores obtained on this scale with those obtained on a" *^^er^ 
native causal attribution measure. Sixteen subjects were excluded f^Q^ 
the analyses due to their returning incomplete data. 

Individuals' ACT scores and 6PA were obtained through self report/ 
Reported ACT. scores had a mean of 3.3789 and standard deviation 

of 

0.4783; GPA had a mean of 19.2083 and standard deviation of 4.2091' 
Prefered class assignments were obtained by asking individuals to indi^ 
cate on a 5-point, Likert-like scale the desirabili^^ ^"^ each of 20 
types of performance evaluations. A principal factor analysis without 
iteration followed by varimax rotation was used in '*®ductng the P"^®^* 
erence scale. Five interpretable factors were found as indicated in 
Table 2. Components of each factor are found in Appendix 

Insert Table 2 here 
Results 

The higher individuals report their ACT scores to be, the more li^^^ 
are they to perceive high ability as a major reason ^'or success, ^^"^o^^ 



less often seen as a major reason for success as ACT scores Increase, 
but effort is more frequently used to explain success. When the indi- 
viduals in this study fail, the higher their ACT score th3 more influ- 
ence lack of effort is seen to have and the less influence the diffi- 
culty of the task is perceived to have, (see Table 3) 

Insert Table 3 here 

The higher their reported GPA, the more frequently individuals 
say, when successful, that good luck is not a factor and the more fre- 
quently they say that the tasks attempted are easy and that they were 
capable (ability) of performing them. When individuals fail, the 
higher their GPA, the less frequently do they say that it is due to 
lack of effort or to hard tasks; and the more frequently they attribute 
failure to bad luck. The frequency of use of attributions far out- 
weighs its influence in predicting GPA in this sample (see Table 3). 

The more individuals prefer traditional or conventional assess- 
ment, the more influential they see effort in success and the more of- 
ten they use it as an explanation. As preference for this type of assess 
ment increases, ability is seen to be less influential though more fre- 
quently used to explain success. Increased preference for traditional 
or conventional forms of assessment is related to perceptions of in- 
creased influence of bad luck and decreased influence of lack of effort 
when failure occurs; attributions to lack of ability become more fre- 
quent. 

The higher an individual's preference for short-duration, behav- 
ioral assessment, the more influence good luck, effort, and low task 
difficulty, and the'^less influence ability, are seen to have on success. 



Also as that preference increases, the frequency with which bad luck Is 
used to explain failure Increases. 

As preference for unstructured non-test forms of assessment Increases 
so does the freouency with which success Is attributed to the lack of 
difficulty of the task. Whether the individual succeeds or fails, lack 
of difficulty becomes less Influential and effort and good luck more in- 
fluential as preference for this form of assessment increases. 

Ability'^is more frequently usei to explain success and is seen as 
more Influential .in success as preference for non-traditional, longer- 
duration forms of assessment increases. Luck also plays an important 
role; the influence of bad luck in failure and gcod luck in success 
Increasing as preference for this type of assessment increases. As 
preference increases, attributions to lack of effort become more fre- 
quent and the difficulty of the task is seen as less influential in 
explaining failure. 

Increased preference for structured, non-test forms of assessment 
is related to perceptions of increased influence of good luck and ability 
on success. However, attributions of success are frequently made to 
ability alone. As preference for structured, non-test assessmen: in- 
creases, failure is perceived to be more strongly influenced by and more 
frequently due to a lack of effort. 

Significant, low, positive, correlations, ranging from .22 to .25, 
were found between an alternative scale and the influence individuals re- 
ported ability, effort, task difficulty, and luck as having. These re- 
lationships were found for situations in which the individuals succeeded. 
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Discussion 

This scale possesses high content validity; only Items wMch ^^^^j (,e 
consistently ranked as belonging to specific attribution cateS^^'l^j 
Included. The scale Is Internally consistent within those catCQo^^^g^ 
Previous scales have not allowed us to differentiate between the f^^^ency 
with which attributions to given causes are made and the aflwu"* Of influ- 
ence those causes are perceived to have over the outcome of an ^v^rjt P»*C" 
llmlnary research on the present scale Indicated that frequency ^r^^j ^^flu- 
ence are indeed different indicators of the ways in which attr<but^Q^5 g^c 
utilized. The differences are typified by discrepancies in tHe ^^^^^bUtion 
patterns employed for single-occurance events versus Hiultiple'^^c^j.^^^g^ 
ongoing events. This is exemplified by differences in the Pre'^^^tion of 
reported ACT scores and GPA from the present scale. For the ACT » ^ 
tary event, individuals rely heavily on the influence of abili*^* task 
difficulty, and effort in explaining their success or failure, Qp/\, 
an accumulation of multiple events, the frequency of attributions 
ability, task difficulty, and luck is paramount. 

Different patterns are also seen iw -predicting preference Vary- 
ing types of class assignments. At the extremes are individual^ bj^^^g^- 
ing unstructured, non-test assessment (see Factor 3 in Appendix ^^^^ 
those prefering traditional, conventional assessment (see Factor 1 
pendix III). Persons having high preference for non-test assessni^r^t could 
be characterized as often saying success is due to the easiness Of 
tasks whilejiot feeling that the easiness was really influential In ^j,gi> 
success. Alternatively, persons haveing high preference for t^'^'^Hiopal 
assessment could be characterized as often saying that success due to 
high ability while net feeling that ability was influential in *^ei> ^^c- 
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cess. Both types Indicate that the amount of effort expended Is very 
Influential In success. 

In success conditions, low, significant, positive correlations were 
found for each attnbutlonal category between the Influence scale and an 
alternative attribution measure. The meager correlations may reflect 
both subjects' confusion as to whether Influence or frequency were being 
requested and the lack of control over social desireability in the alter- 
native scale. One or both problems have existed in the vast majority of 
previously developed scales. The pattern of the correlations of this 
scale with an alternative attribution measure indicates that individuals 
previously may have been reporting the influence of varying causes, thus 
screenl.-.g out the frequency with which causes were utilized. 

Further research is necessary to demonstrate the relationships be- 
tween this instrument and other measures of school success and failure. 
•'Further concurrent and construct validity studies are needed to increase 
confidence in use of this scale in predicting behavior based on both the 
frequency and influence of causal attributions. Additional research is 
|be1ng conducted in the mentioned areas and to examine situational differ- 
ences in attribution. 
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« Distribution of Ittms with Total Agreement 





Ability 


Effort 


Luck 


Task 


Success 


15 


17 


12 


11 


Failure 


12 


10 


9 


9 



Table 1 



Factor Analysis of Prefered Class Assignments 



Factor 


Assigned Name 


Eigenvalue 


% Variance 


Cumulative % 


1 


Traditional or conventional assessment 


4.075 


20.4 


20.4 


2 


Short duration behavioral assessment 


2.431 


12.2 


32.5 


3 


Unstructured non-test assessment 


1.685 


8.4 


41.0 


4 


Non- traditional longer duration assess' 


t 1.533 


7.7 


48.6 


5 


Structured non-test assessment 


1.384 


6.9 


55.5 



Table 2 
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« Rc9ression Summary Tabit 



Predicted 
Variable 






p 

r 


ACT 






9 in* 

Cm tW 


fiPA 


• 4/ U 


11 i%n 


CmSJC 


AFT 


.288 


12*59 


1.99* 


AF2 


.258 


10*61 


2.13* 


AF3 


.332 


14,57 


2.02* 


AF4 


.304 


13,58 


1.75* 


AFS 


.206 


8,63 


2.04* 



*P<.05 



Table 3 
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APPENDIX I 



Abbreviated Form of the Initial Scale 

On this sheet are four situations. Each of the situations is followed by six pairs 
of possible reasons for the situation occurring. -¥ott-are to pick the one reason in 
each pair that fits YOU best. Indicate your choice by circling "A" or '"B" on each 
pair. Remeber, you are describing YOURSELF. 



1. When 1 am successful on an 


3. 


When i do well on a written 


examination, it is mainly 




assignment, it is mainly 


because: 




because: 


A. 


1 really strained at it. OR 


A 

A. 


The problems were few OR 


B. 


1 am good at it 


B. 


1 have a talent in that area 


A. 


1 used a lot of enery or 


A. 


1 was fortunate OR 


B. 


The problems were few 


B. 


The problems were few 


A. 


1 was lucky OR 


A. 


1 am clever OR 


B. 


1 really strained at it 


B. 


1 wos fortunate 


A. 


The problems were few OR 


A. 


1 really strained at it. OR 


B. 


1 have a talent in that area 


B. 


1 am good at it 


A. 


1 was fortunate OR 


A. 


1 used a lot of energy OR . 


B. 


The problems were few 


B. 


The problems were few 


A. 


1 am clever OR 


A. 


1 was lucky OR 


B. 


1 was fortunate 


B. 


1 really strained at it 


2. When 1 do poorly on a 


A. When 1 do poorly on an 


written assignment, it is 


examination, it is mainly 


mainly because: 


because: 


A. 


1 am not masterful when it comes to 


A. 


1 was not careful as usual OR 




that OR 


B. 


It was a hard task 


B. 


What was required was very difficult 






A. 


The funtions were extreme OR 


A. 


1 didn't try very hard OR 


B 


1 am not talented in that area 


B. 


Things were unfavorable 










A. 


1 didn't labor with it OR 


A. 


1 don't have the aptitude for it OR 


B. 


Ididn't have the opportunities 


B. 


1 didn't have the opportunities 








A. 


1 am not masterful when it comes 


A. 


1 was not as careful as usual OR 




to that 


B. 


It was a hard task 


B. 


What was required was very difficult 


A. 


1 didn't try very hard OR 


A. 


The funtions were extreme OR 


B. 


1 am not talented in that area 


B. 


Things were unfavorable 


A. 


1 didn't labor with it OR 


A. 


1 don't have the o^oitude for it OR 


B. 


1 didn't have the opportunities 


B. 


1 didn't have the opportunities 
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Appendix It 
Instructions and Revised 



Instrument 



The purpose of this questionaire is to develop a measurement instrument. You are 
not being tested or evaluated. Therefore you should not put your name or ID number on 
the answer sheet. 

Because we are interest in determining the characteristics of the test, please 
answer all questions honestly. 

D t r-" r.tions : 

On your answer sheet write your age, sex, ACT score and last semester's GPA in the 
columns indicated in the example below: 



Lzjz\zjZ Z 1-27 Z b-j 2 f if 2 { X j zlz f Z Z [zizA 



COURSE I 
NUM6EA 'sect. 





1 


i 










-.0 


0 


0 


0 


c 




f 


CI. 


1 


1 


• 




• 


i 


















3 


3 


: 








z4 


d ■ 


' 4 










ZS 


5 


5 






c 




^6 


6 


6 






M 




:7 


7 


7 






J 




^3: 


S 


9 










z9 


9 








9 



ACT score- 



C 

— « _, 

> > 



o 

S5 



5? 

'c4 



J 



Age 



Sex- 

1 for male 

2 for female 




STVOENT 
NUMBER 



I 
n 

3 

c 
6 

7 
$: 



0 

1 

3 

4 

s 



9 ? I 9 



GPA last semester 

For example: code 236 for 2.36 



On each of the following pages are two situations. Each of the situations is 
followed by pairs of possible reasons for the situations occur I ng. 

Consider each pair of reasons separately and for each reason in the pair indicate 
both the amoucit of influence and the frequency that that reason normally would have 
in your life. 

FOR EXAMPLE 

Reason Influence Frequency 

Not a Minor Major Some 
reason reason reason NEVER times Always 

I really strained at it. 67* A B C D E 69. A B C D E 
i am good at it 68. A B C D E 70. A B C D E 



For this pair you would read both reasons and determine how much influence each 
would have on you. You would code your response in blocks 67 and 68 of the answer 
sheet 

You would then determine how frequently each of thos reasons influence you. This 
you would code in the next two answer spaces, 69 and 70. 



Then you would move on to the next pair of reasons. 



Situation: Uhen I am UNSECCESSFUL in SCHOOL, it is because: 



REASONS 



I MS not as careful as usual 
It was a tiard tasic 



I didn't try very hard 

I an not talented in that area 



I didn't labor with it 

I didn't have the opportunities 



I an not nasterful when it cones to that 
What was required was very difficult 



The functions were extreme 
Things were unfavorable 



I don't hayte the aptitude for it 
I didn't have the opportunities 



influence 

Not a Hi nor Major 
reason reason reason 

139. A B C D E 

140. A B C r. E 

Not a Minor Major 
reason reason reason 



Frequency 



143. ABC 

144. ABC 



Not a Minor Major 
reason reason reason 

147. A B C 0 E 

148. A B C 0 E 



Not a 
reason 

151. A 

152. A 

Not a 
reason 

155. A B 

156. A B 



Minor 
reason 



0 
D 



C 
C 

Minor 
reason 



Major 
reason 

E 
E 

Major 
reason 

E 
E 



Not a Minor Major 

reason r ea son rea son 

159. A B C D E 

160. A B C 0 E 



Never 

141. A 

142. A 



Never 



Some- 
times Always 

B C 0 E 

B C 0 E 

Some- 
times Always 



145. ABC 

146. ABC 



Sone- 

Never tines Always 

*49. A B C D E 

15t). A B C 0 E 

Sone- 

Never tines Always 

153. A B C 0 E 

154. A B C 0 E 

Soote- 

Never tines Always 

157. ABC 0 E 

158. A B C 0 E 

Sone* 

Never times Always 

161. ABC 0 E 

162. ABC 0 E 



Situation: When 1 am SECCESSFUL in SCHOOL, it is because: 



REASONS 



t really strained at it 
1 am good at it 



I used a lot of energy 
The problems were few 



t was lucky 

1 really strained at it 



The problens were few 

I have talent in that area 



t was fortunate 

The problems were few 



1 am clever 

I was fortunate 



Influence 



Frequency 



Minor Major 
reason reason 


Never 


Socoe- 
cfmes 


Always 


1 C D E 
E C D E 


165. A 

166. A 


B C 
B C 


0 E 
0 E 


Minor Major 
reason reason 


Never 


Some- 
times 


Always 


M D E 
C D E 


169. A 

170. A 


B C 
B C 


0 E 
0 E 


Minor Major 
reason reason 


Never 


Some- 
times 


Always 


C D E 
C D E 


173. A 

174. A 


B C 
B C 


0 E 
0 E 


Minor Major 
reason reason 


Never 


Some- 
times 


Always 


C D E 
C 0 E 


177. A. 

178. A 


B C 
B C 


0 E 
0 E 


Ml no.' Major 
reason reason 


Never 


Some- 
tim/js 


Always 


C 0 E 
C 0 E 


181. A 

182. A 


B C 
B C 


0 E 
D E 



164. A B 



167. A B 

168. A B 



171. A B 

172. A B 



175. A B 

176. A B 

Not a 



179. A B 

180. A B 

Not a Minor Major 
reason reason reason 

183. ABODE 

184. ABODE 



Some- 

Never times Always 

185. ABODE 

186. ABODE 



Appendix ill 

Partial Listing of Assignment Preference Factor Components 



Factor 1; Traditional or Conventional Assessment 



Factor 2; Short Duration Behavioral Assessment 



Factor 3 ; Unstructured Non-Test Assignment 



Factor kz Nontraditional Longer Duration Assessment 



Factor 5 : Structured Non-Test Assessment 



Homework 



LOADING 



Completion or ishort answer exam .80 

Group class presentation [75 

Individual class presentation ^yi^ 

Multiple choice exam [7O 

True/False exam [gO 



LOADING 



Class participation ^84 
Individual performance test .78 
Individual term paper .[48 



LOADING 



Informal observations by the teacher .83 
Field Expe r i ences * 53 

Contract for the grade you want .54 



LOADING 



Group performance test ^77 
Projects 

Contract for the grade you want .47 



LOADING 



Lab Work g2 

!78 
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